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I L INTRODUCTION 
2 

3 The Califomia Department of Justice CCDOT) alleges tiuit Tan Nguyen Hhe candidate" 

4 or "T̂ guyen**) and Tan Nguyen for Congress and Tien Nguyen, in her official capacity as 

5 Treasurer, C^e Committee") accepted an excessive in-kuid contribution fiom Maik Nguyen in 

6 the form of a letter sent in mid-October 2006 to approximately 14,000 registered voters in die 

7 47̂  Congressional district in Califomia where Tan Nguyen was a candidate for tfae House seat. 

HI 8 The complaint asserts that the letter was paid for in part by Marie Nguyen (unrelated), a campaign 

^ 9 volunteer and friend of die candidate, but was created and mailed at Tan Nguyen's behest and 

^ 10 with the direct involvement ofhim and his campaign staff. The complaint fuitiier alleges that 
HI 

II Marie Nguyen made an excessive contribution, die letter ladced a required disclaimer, and the 

12 Comnuttee lacked a named treasurer for more tfasn a lÔ lay period 

13 CDOJ received complaints about the letter, which puiported to warn Hispanic immigrants 

14 that th^ could suffer crinunal consequences if they voted. The letter was written m Spanish on 

15 the letleriiead of the California Coalition for hnmigrstion Refomi C'CCIR*'), a local anti-

16 immigration group. After aeveral months of investigating, however, CDOJ closed its case and 

17 soon after filed a complaint and a copy ofits investigBtoiy record with the (Conunission.' 

18 Given the involvemem of the candidate, the use of campaign atafif and resources fo create 

19 the fiudler, and the concerted effort made to conceal the true identity of the sender, and as 

20 discussed further below, we recommend that the Cdmmisrion find: 
21 • Reason to believe that Tan Ngiiyen knowingly and willfully viohrted 2 U.S.C. fi 441a(0 
22 by accepting an excessive in-kind contributkm in the form of a coordinated 
23 communication and 2 U.S.C. g 441d(a) by fiuling to include a disclaimer on a public 
24 communication; 

* Aecordiag to newiiqMita, the State of CUifbrniaekMedita case becanaeî  
intimidate lawfidvolen. See Haldan, David, iO.C candidate ii cleared ta immigiaiit letter tottK," Los Angdet 
nimer(Mayl7,2007). 
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1 • Reason to believe tfaat Tan Nguyen for Congress and Tien Nguyen, in her official capacity 
2 as Tressurer, knowingly snd willfoUy viohUed 2 U.S.C. fifi 441a(f) and 434(b) by 
3 accepting and failing to report an excessive in-kmdconbibtttion in the fbmi of a 
4 coordinated communication and 2 U.S.C fi 441d(a) by failing to include a disclaimer on a 
5 public communication; 

6 • Reason to believe that Marie Nguyen knowuigly and willfully viobted 2 U.S.C. 
7 S441a(aXl)lv making an excessive conbibutionm the form of a coordinated 
8 communication; 

m 
^ 9 • Reason to believe tfaat Tan Nguyen for Ckingress Slid Tien Nguyen, in her official cq>acity 
^ 10 as Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. § 434(bX4) by foiling to report disbursements; 
<-a 
ifli 11 • Dismiss the allegation that Tan Nguyen for Congress and Tien Nguyen, in her official 
^' 12 cî acity as Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. fi 433(c) by faifing to npott tfae name of a new 
^' 13 treasurer witfain 10 days; and 
Q 
^ 14 • No reason to believe tfaat tfae C:̂ fonuaCk>alition for hrnnigrstion Refimn, BaA 

IS or Roger Rudnum violated the Act. 

16 

17 

18 

19 IL FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS 

20 In August 2006, Congressional candidate Tan Nguyen met with tfae Orange County 

21 Registrsr of Voters to express fais concern diat *!illegal aliens," specifically Mexicsns, would be 

22 voting in die (Seneral Election. Siee CDOJ Tan Ngiiyen bterview Report, p. 2; 0C3R/Bari)an 

23 COG Response, p. 1. Nguyen reportedly feared that illegal Hispsnic immigrsnts would vote for 

24 his opponent, Loretta Sanchez. See Tan Nguyen "cross complainf * attachment, "Win, Lose... or 

25 Jail? The Tan Nguyen Story " p. 3; CDOJ Neal Kelley (Orsnge County Registrsr of Voters) 

26 Interview Report, pp. 1 -2. The registrsr told Nguyen tfaat littie could be done to confirm 

27 someone's citizenship wfaendiey registered to vote. See id. In September, Nguyen spoke widi 
28 Barim Coe, tfae prendem of C8UfoniiaCk>aUtion for ImmignrtionRê  
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1 expressed the same concern. See CCIR/BartiBra Coe Response, p. 1. She told him that CCIR 

2 had often publicized the message that only citizens can vote and faxed him a proposed flyer and 

3 several pages of blank CCHR lettertiead See id. 

4 Sometime in September 2006, Roger Rudman, a friend and campaign worker for Nguyen, 

5 drafted a letter, warning immigrants of potential criminal penalties for voting, in English in 

6 consultation with Tan Nguyen. See (Complaint, p. 3 and exhibits Getter and subsequent English 

7 Inmslation); CDOJ Tan Nguyen Interview Report, p. 2; CDOJ Statement of Probable Cause, 

8 Exhibit E (enuul thread between the candidate and Rudnun). Rudman subsequently obtained a 

9 Spanish translation of the letter and signed it with the fictitious lume "Roberto (jonzalez." See 

10 Complaint, p. 3-4; CDOJ Robert Tapia Interview Ttanscript, pp. 8-9; CDOJ Statement of 

11 Probable Cause, Exhibit E. At the same time, Nguyen ordered a mailing list of voters from his 

12 usual list vendor. Political Data, Inc. CTDI**)- See CDOJ Tan Nguyen Interview Report, pp. 2-3; 

13 email exchange between Tan Nguyen and Kevin (Lallan, PDI salesman, AGO docs M0321-326, 

14 334-336. Nguyen asked PDI U) include voters that were registered Democrats or'Did not suae" 

15 voters widi a Hispanic surname and "Spanish biithplace." See id. Nguyen paid $1,131.18 for the 

16 voter list with his American Express credit canL 5ec CDOJ Kevin Qdlan (PDI salesman) 

17 Interview Report, p. 2 and related exhibits. 

18 Also in September 2006, Nguyen gave a piece of the blank CCIR letterhead to Chi Dinh, 

19 his campaign secreiaiy and office nuuiager, and directed her to make a few stylistic changes to 

20 the leUBihead (for example, adding an image of an eagle) and create a mailing envelope with a 

21 retum address showing CXIIR's name and address. 5e« CDOJ Chi Dinh Interview Transcript, pp. 

22 27-30. Tan Nguyen approved Dinh*s changes to die CCIR letteiiiead and directed her to 
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1 electronically merge the Spanish translation of the letter onto tiie CCIR letterhead. 5ee idl, at 41-

2 48,65-66; Qmiphunt, p. 3. 

3 In early October 2006, Rudman and Mark Nguyen, another friend and campaign 

4 volunteer and also Dinh's fianc£, took charge of the mailing, with the assistance of Dinh. See 

5 Complaint, pp. 3-S;CIX>J Marie Nguyen bitenriewTrsnscript, pp. 23-36,6042. Tan Nguyen 

6 emailed Dinh the list of voters he had purehased from Political Data, and Dinh, using one of 

7 Marie Nguyen's enuil accounts, emailed the list to the msiling house. 5ee Complaint, p. 3; 

8 CDOJ Chi Dinh Interview Transcript, p. 59-66; CDOJ Msik Nguyen Interview Transcript, pp. 

9 55-57. Mark Nguyen asked his Los Angeles Police Depsrtment colleague Sergio Ramirez to 

0 "proof* the letter, which Ramirez did. See CDOJ Sergio Ramirez Interview Transcript, p. 3-5. 

1 Maik Nguyen asked Ramirez to sign the letter to show that he proofied it. See id. Without asking 

2 Ramirez, Marie Nguyen had Dinh change the signsloiy of the letter to "Sergio Ramirez" and 

3 scanned Ramirez's signature onto the letter.' See id., p. 9-10; CDOJ Chi Dinh Interview 

4 Trsnscript, p. 51. Msrk Nguyen then coordinated getting the voter list, the letter, and envelope to 

5 Mailing Pros, the mailing house used by the Committee for mailings. See CDOJ Chi Dinh 

6 Interview Transcript, p. 56. Mark Nguyen had seversl conversations with Msiling Pros regsrding 

7 die status of the job. Slee CDOJ Mark Nguyen inierview Trsnscript, pp. 67-68. 

8 On Octdber 9, Mark Nguyen advised Tan Nguyen that the mailing house was taking 

longer than desired. See id., 9t 6%. It appears that the Committee wanted tfae letters to be 

20 delivered before the date for sbsentee voters to cast ballots. Tan Nguyen called the mailing 

21 house and urged it to expedite tfae mailing for his friend Mark Nguyen. See Complaint, p. 4; 

' lUslUbeflbie the kllCT waa aeMtt>tlieniaifinglioiise. Rudman and tlieS|»M 
Nguyen diat Ramiies'g lignaiuig waa too Ihmlnhie.*' SeeCD0JaiiDinhIniBndewTkanBeript,p.S2. Mark 
Nguyen dien wrote a *1ieW''signature for RanBrex, and dut aignahins Stele£at53. 
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1 CDOJ Tan Nguyen Interview Report, p. 4. Tan Nguyen did not tell the mailing house duit Marie 

2 Nguyen woriced on his campaign or that the letters were from his Conunittee. See id. On 

3 October 12, after almost all the lettere had been mailed, Mark Nguyen went to Mailing Pros and 

4 paid $4,304.57 for the mailing witii his credit card. See (jomplaint, p. 4; CDOJ Mark Nguyen 

5 Interview Transcript, p. 70. Marie Nguyen was not reimbursed for the mailing expense. See 

6 CDOJ Mark Nguyen biterview Transcript, p. 77. 

7 A. Mark Nguyen Kmiwlnglly and WUIfdIlyMwIe and Tan Nguyen 
8 Committee Knowingjiy and WUIitailly Accepted an Eaceeasive Contribution fai 
9 the Form of a Coordinated Cemminrifntlop 
10 
1 i Tan Nguyen and the Conunittee may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(0 and Mark Nguyen 

12 may have violated 2 U.S.C. § 441a(a)(l) if Mark Nguyen, who paid for the printing and mailing 

13 costs of the letter, coordinated the communication with the Committee, resulting in an excessive 

14 in-kind contribution. A payment for a coordinated communication is an in-kind contribution to 

15 the candidate's authorized committee with which it is coordiiuded and must be reported as an 

16 expenditure nuule by that candidate's autiiorized committee. 11CJPJL § 109.21(bX 1)- In 

17 addition, as an in-kind contribution, the costs of a coordinated conununication must not exceed a 

18 political committee*s applicable contribution linuts. See 2 U.S.C. fi 441a. 

19 To determine whether a communication is oomdinaied, 11 CJPJBi. § 109.21 sets forth a 

20 three-pronged test: (1) the comnumicationnuist be paid for by a person other than a Federal 

21 candidate, a candidate's authorized conunitlee, or political party commitiee, or any agent of any 

22 of the foregoing; (2) one or more of the four content stsndards set forth in 11 CJ'Jt. fi 109.21(c) 
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1 must be satisfied; and (3) one or more of the six conduct standards set forth in 11 C.F.R. 

2 fi 109.21(d) must be satisfied. See 11 C.F.R. fi 109.21(a).̂  

3 1. Payment Prong 

4 The payment prong of the coordination regulation, 11 C.FJR. fi 109.21(aKl), is clearly 

5 satisfied. Tan Nguyen and the Commitiee acknowledge and Mark Nguyen admits paying 

6 $4304.57 to Mailing Pros for mailing tiie letter. 

7 2. Content nrong 

8 The "content" Standards include, in relevant part, a public communication that 

9 repuUishes, (tissenufudBS,(ir distributes campaign nuUerialsprepsred by tite candidates See 

0 11 CP.R. fi lQ9.2l{cy{2)\ see also 2 U.S.C. fi 441a(a)(7XB)(iii) (coordination includes "die 

1 financing by any person of the disseminstion, distribution, or republication, in whole or in part, 

2 of any broadcast or any written, graphic, or other fonn of campaign inaterials prepared b̂  

3 candidate, his campaign committees, or their authorized egents."). 

4 The content prong is satisfied liecsuse the letter constituted a mass mailing, and therefore 

s a"pubUcconmiunication,"of written campaign niaterial that was prepared liy the candidate, the 

6 Cemunittee, and their agents using canipaign facilities and resources. 5ee2U.S.C. 

7 fi 441a(a)(7)(B)(iii) and 11 CPJt. fi i09.21(c)(?). Campaign volunteer Rudman drafked die letter 

8 witii Tan Nguyen's input. 5ee CDOJ Statemem of Probable Cause, Exhibit E (email thread 

* The activity at issue oecuned in October 2006. Tlierafbre,diis report applies the Gbnmiission*s amended 
eoofriinaiBdeonBBUBfeatkmregidaik)ns,«Mdibeean»effecdve on July 10,2006. CoonUnatedCummuUeaiioiuJi 
Fed. Reg. 33190 (June 8,2006). The US. District Court 0w die District ofCohonbiBreoendy held that the 
Connnission'a reviaiona of the content and conduct standards of Ihe cooniiwated connnuidcations legulation at 11 
CFJt §8 10921(c) and (4) violated the Adnunistrstive Fkooedure Act; however, die court did not eigoin the 
Commission tiomcnfl)iring die regulations. SeeShayt v. FEC, 508 F.Siipp.2d 10 at 23-37,4043,45 (D> D. C 
SepL 12.2007) (NO. CIV. A 06-1247 (CKK)) (granting in part and deiq^ hi part die lespecthfe parties* motions 
fiBraummaiyjiidgmett). Hie Commissbnhaa filed a Notice of Appeal seeking appellate review of dw advene 
fulmgs issued l^ds District Court. While die appeal is pending, we believe diet the relevant content and conduct 
standaids are aidl in eflbcL 
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1 between the candietate and Rudrruui). In addition, Rudman, Tan Nguyen, Mark Nguyen and Chi 

2 Dinh worked on the appearance of the letter. See generally, CDOJ Chi Dinh Interview 

3 Transcript. 

4 3. Conduct Prong 

5 The Commissicm's regulations set forth six types of conduct between the payor and the 

6 committee, whether or not there is agreement or formal oollaboFstion, that can satisfy the conduct 

7 prong. Seeli CJ'JR. fi 109.21(d). Because Tan Nguyen and the Committee were nuuerially 

s involved in the content, dissemination, and timing of the letter, their actions clesriy satisfy the 

9 conduct standard. See supra, pp. 4-6. See 11 CF.R. fi 109.21(d)(2). 

10 In his and the Committee's response. Tan Nguyen claims that he did not approve or 

11 authorize the letter, and that he was unaware of ils contents until after the letter had been mailed. 

12 At the same time, he stales that he was "aware of the existence of a mailer outside of the 

13 campaign." He also srgues that the letter cannot be considered a campaign contribution or 

14 expense becsuse it "did not suggest voting for or against anyone's candidacy." 

15 Mr. Nguyen's attempts to distance himself and die (Committee from the letter contradict 

16 the information obtained by the CDOJ in its investigation estsbtishing that the candidate was 

17 perronally involved in drafting and dissenunating the mailer, including copies of emails sent and 

18 received by him and the testimony of others involved in the scheme. See CDOJ Chi Dinh 

19 Trsnscript; CDOJ Stsiement of Probable Cause, Exhibit E (email stream between Tan Nguyen 

20 and Rudman). Moreover, his responses do not undermine the conclusion that the letter 

21 constitutes a coordinated comiiumicition. A third-party paid for the printing and mailing of the 

22 letter, it was prepared by the candidate and die Committee's agents, Le., Rudman, OA Dinh and 

23 Mark Nguyen, and tiie cancfa'date requested and paid fiir the list of voters to whom die letter was 
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1 sent, provided editing comments, snd helped to ensure that the letter was disseminsted st the 

2 desired time. 

3 Similariy, in his response, Mark Nguyen states he had no persemal reason for or stake in 

4 having the letter disseminated, and that CDOJ determined that he was not part of the plan or 

5 sgreement to compose the letter. Nonetheless, Mark Nguyen's argumenta do not negate the fact 

6 that he paid for the letters to be printed and mailed, or that he was involved in obtaining and 

7 altering the signature used on the letter. Thus, the letter constitutes a cocmlinated 

8 communication, and Mark Nguyen's payment of $4,104.57 is an excessive in-kind contributicm 

9 to the Committee.' 

10 Moreover, tiiis conduct appeare to have been knowing and willful.̂  The candidate was 

11 personslly involved in drafting and disseminatfaig the letter, and his efforts to try to hide his and 

12 the Committee's involveiiient strongly suggest a knowing and willful violation of the Act By 

13 acting through others, sending the letter out under the nsme of a third-party organization, and 

14 obtaiiung the signsture used on the letter under fidse pretenses from a person who appears to 

15 have been otherwise uninvolved in the preparstiem and dissemination of the letter. Tan Nguyen 

16 and his Comnnttee attempted to conceal the true sender of the letter to benefit his canipaign. As 

17 a result, we reccmimend that the Commission find reason to believe that Mark Nguyen kmiwingly 

' Msrfcl)|guyen msde a $2,100 contributkm to Tan NguyBn̂ soonuninee on SeplenriierM^ Thus, because he 
hsd not reached die $2.300infividud coniribudon limit, $200 wu sidmaciBd fhmi 
nuil the letter. 

* The phrase knowing and wiUfiUindicaies diet''actions [were] taken with fUUImow^̂  
reoqgniikm diat die action if prahibllBd by law.** 122 Cong. Ree. H2778 (daily ed. Bilqr 3,197̂ ; swodo Federal 
fibction Common v. John A. Dmeeljbr Cong. Comm., 640 P. Sopp. 985,987 (PMJ. 1986) (distinguishing 
between "knowhiĝ and Tawwing and wOMbT)- A Imowing and wilHUvtotatimniay be established *'by proof diat 
die defiendaitttciBdddiberatoly and widi taiowledge** dud an action was nn̂  UnUedSiaietv.Hapî , 
916F.2d207,214(Ŝ Cir. 1990. AninfnenoeofataiowingandwilUblaainaybedrawn'tromdw 
dabomeadienie for disgmsingf* his or her actions. ldL,at214-l5. 
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1 and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. fi 44la(a)( 1) by making, and Tan Nguyen fi>r Congress snd Tien 

2 Nguyen, in her official capacity as Tressurer, knowingly and willfully viotated 2 U.S.C. 

3 fifi 441 a(f) and 434(b) by accepting and Ming to report, an excessive in-kind contribution in the 

4 firnn of a coordinated communication. In addition, based on the personal involvement of tfae 

5 candidate, we reconunend tfaat dte Ĉ miniission find reason to believe tfaat Tan Nguyen 

6 knowingly and willfhlly violated 2 U.S.C. fi 441 a(f) by accepting an excessive in-kind 

7 contribution in tfae fimn of a coordiiuted communication. SeeMUR 5517 (James Stork) 

8 (candidate personally liable for accepting excessive in-kuid contribution in the fiirm of a 

9 coordinated communication). 

10 B. Tan Nguyen and Che Committee Knowingly and Willfhlly Failed to Include a 
11 Required Disclaimer on the Letter 
12 
13 The letter constitutes a public communicaticn because it was a mass msiling (more than 

14 500 pieces of mail matter of identical or substantially similar nature within any 30-day period) to 

15 the general public as defined by 11 CFJl. fifi 100.26 and 100.27. A political committee tfaat 

16 makes a disbursement for a mailing that was paid fiir and autiiorized by a candidate, the 

17 caiuUdate's authorized political committee or ita agenta must stste on the communication tfaat it 

18 was paid for by sucfaautfaoiized political committee. &e2U.S.C. fi 441d(aKl). If the 

19 communication was paid for by odier persons but antfaorized by a candidate, tfae candidate's 

20 authorized political committee or ib agents, tfae conununication must state tfaat it was paid fi>r by 

21 such otfaer person and authorized by sucfa political conunittee. Acoordingflyfdte letter was 

22 required to contain tfae appropriate discfaumer. 11 CJP.R. fi 110.11(a). Dischumen fin* written 

23 conununications also must be of sufiScient type size to be clesriy readable, contained in a printed 
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1 box set off fixmi other content, and tfaere must be sufficient color conlrsst between tfae print and 

2 dte background color. See 2 U.S.C. fi 441d(c) and 11 CJ.R. fi 110.11(2). 

3 Attfaougih Tan Nguyen argues that fae did not "autfaorize" the letter, his ststemem is not 

4 credible in light ofotherstatementa he faas made and is contrsdicted by tfae CDOJ's evidence. In 

5 dioit, it sppean tfaat he helped to draft the letter, paid fiir part of it, and knew that fiiends would 

6 be sending a letter out. See Tan Nguyen "Cross Complaim exhibit, '^in. Lose... or Jail? The 

7 Tan Nguyen Story," p. 3. Thus, tfae letter sfaouM have contained a disclaimer stating tfaat it was 

8 authorized by Tan Nguyen or tfae (Conunittee and paid for in part by Mark Nguyen and in part by 

9 dte Committee. See 11 C.F.R. fi 110.1 l(bXl). Because it did not, the candidate and dte 

10 Committee appear to have violated tfae Act. 

11 Moreover, tfae violation of tfae disclaimer provisions sppean to faave been knowing and 

12 willful. See sv̂ ra note 6 and accompanying text. Tfae candidate and Committee likely were 

13 somewfast familiar witfa tfae Act's requirements because ottier mailings sent by the Conunittee do 

14 contain some oftfae reqiurediiifonnation required by the disclosure provisions. 5See Tan Nguyen 

15 Response, Exhibita A-D; see also www.tanfiMcongress.com (under "mailers" link, mailere 

16 contain some, but not all, infiirmation required by the Act).̂  In addition, it is spparent tfaat Tan 

17 Nguyen and the (Committee intentionaUy concealed tfaev identity so that recipientawouUî  

18 know that they autiiorized and paid fiir tfae letter. 5ee MUR 4919 (East Bay Democratic 

19 (Committee) ((Commission found reason to believe respondenta knowmgly and willfiilly viotated 

20 2 U.S.C. fi 441d(a) by concealing identity). According|ly, we recommend that the (Commission 

^ TlieConnnitlee'sodieronilen slam in dm reluni address posidon "Paid fbr by Tan Ngiqî  
Main Street Garden Grove, CA 92840, ffyff.awftrpiMpeMJsiim. (714) 530-1612." lliua, fhe Comndttee's oflmr 
BiailerB also viofade die Coninissioa's disclanner legidationa becanse Ihey do not stâ  
and are not coolataied in a box. 
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1 find reason to believe that Tan Nguyen and Tan Nguyen fiir (Congress and Tien Nguyen, in her 

2 official capacity as Treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. fi 441 d(a). 

3 C. The Commitiee Failed to Report the Cost of die Voter List 
4 
5 An authorized political committee's disckisure reporta must disclose all disbursementa. 

6 See 2 U.S.C. fi 434(bX4). A (Committee's disclosure reporta must also disclose contributions 

7 fiom dte candidate. See 11 CF.R. fifi 104.3(aX3(ii) and 116.5(b). Tfae Committee's disclosure 

8 reports do not show the disbursement for the voter list or that the payment fiir the voter list was a 

9 contribution fiom the candidate. Thus, we recommend tfaat tfae Commission firul reason to 

10 believe that Tan Nguyen fiir Congress snd Tien Nguyen, in her official capacity as Treasurer, 

11 violated 2 U.S.C. fi 434(bX4). 

12 D. Other Alleged Violation 

13 (CDOJ alleges that the (Committee lacked a named treasurer fiir more than a 10-day 

14 period, m viotation of 2 U.S.C. fi 433(c), but die complaim does not state die relevant dates. The 

15 infimmation is not apparent fiom tfae Committee's disclosure reporta or an RFAI that the Reporta 

16 Analysis Division sent the Committee shout the issue. (3iven the relatively mmor nature of the 

17 violation and tfae lack of information to altow us to discern one way or anottier wliether a 

18 violation occurred, we reconmiend that tfae Conunission dismiss this allegation. iSee Policy 

19 Statement Regarding Commission Action ui Mstten at the Initial Stege in tfae Enforcement 

20 Process, 72 Fed. Reg. 12545 (March 16.2007). 

21 E. Other Respondenta 

22 1. CCIR and Barbara Coe 
23 
24 There is no information avaiUbledurt CCIR or Barban Coe violated the Act. father 

25 responsê  Coe denies any participation in disseminating the letter. Althou^ it is unclear why she 
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1 fsxed bisnk (CCIR letterhead to the Committee's office, ita use by die Committee appeare to have 

2 beenunautiiorized. Tims, we recommend tiiat the Commission find no reason to believe tfaat 

3 Califimiia Coalition fiir Immigration and Barim Coe violated the Act. 

4 2. Roger Rudman 

5 Sinularly, there is no infimnation that Roger Rudman violated the Act. His actions as a 

6 campaign volunteer or staff member in drafting the letter and oversedng ita dissemination do not 

7 appear to result in peraonal liability under the Act. Thus, we recommend that the (Commission 

8 fuul no resson to believe that Roger Rudman viotated the Act 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

7 I. Find reason to believe that Tan Nguyen knowingly and willfully violated 2 U^.C. 
8 fifi 441a(0 and 44id(a); 

9 2. Find reason to believe that Tan Nguyen for (Congress and Tien Nguyen, in her 
10 official capacity as Treasurer, knowingly and willfully violated 2 U.S.C. 
11 fifi 434(b), 441a(f) and 441d(a); 

12 3. Find reason to believe that Mark Nguyen knowingly and willfully violated 
13 2U.S.C.fi441a(aKl); 

14 4. Find reason to believe that Tsn Nguyen for Congress and Tien Nguyen, in her 
15 official capacity as TVeasurer, in her official capacity as Treasurer, violated 
16 2 U.S.C.fi 434(b); 
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1 5. Dismiss the allegation that Tan Nguyen for (Congress and Tien Nguyen, in her 
2 official capacity as Treasurer, violated 2 U.S.C. fi 433(c); 

3 6. Find no reason to believe thst California Coalition for Immigrstion Reform, 
4 Bartiara Coe, and Roger Rudnnan violated the Act and close the file as to these 
5 Respondenta; 

6 7. Approve the attached Factual and Legal Analyses; 

7 • 8. 
8 
9 

10 9. 

11 10. Approve the appropriate letters. 

12 
13 Thomasenia P. Duncan 
14 General Counsel 
15 
16 
17 
18 Date Kadileen Guidi 
19 Acting Deputy Associate (Seneral Counsel 
20 for Enforcement 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 Acdilf̂ bfsistant Genqpat̂ unsel 
26 

JulieMoConnell 

27 
28 Elena Paoli 
29 Attorney 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

ActtpgAssistant GenepatCounsel 


